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May 4, 2018

Jenna Monterrosa
Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re:  Montecito II Senior Housing Project, OPPOSE
Case No: ENV-2017-1504-SCEA

Dear Ms. Monterrosa,

United Neighborhoods for Los Angeles (UN4LA) is writing to voice its opposition to the proposed Montecito 
II Senior Housing Project.  While we understand the need for senior housing, and appreciate Thomas 
Safran & Associates efforts along those lines, there are a number of aspects of this project that are 
troubling.  We do not believe the potential benefits provided by this project outweigh the risks and the 
negative impacts.

These are our objections:

Hollywood Fault Line
Feffer Geological Consulting's conclusion that the segment of the Hollywood Fault which lies beneath the 
site is not active does not concur with the conclusion reached by the California Geological Survey.  In Fault 
Evaluation Report 253, Supplement No. 1, The Hollywood Fault, dated November 5, 2014, CGS has this to 
say in Discussion of Segment 2 on page 27....

Summation:
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The Hollywood fault in segment 2 appears to include a northern and a southern trace and a number of other 
minor faults and folds. Some faults within this zone may not be recently active, but the two main strands are 
“sufficiently active and well defined” so that an official Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone should be 
established to ensure that active fault strands may be identified and avoided in the course of future 
development.  [Underline added.]

Interestingly, in a letter from LADBS to Thomas Safran and Associates dated October 3, 2016, LADBS 
accepts Feffer's conclusion at face value.

The consultants identified two faults crossing the subject site, which they interpret as inactive.

It is surprising that the author of the letter simply accepts Feffer's conclusion with no further discussion of 
the site's geology.  It is even more surprising when we compare this letter to another written by LADBS less 
than two years before. We would like to cite the Geology and Soils Report Correction Letter from LADBS 
dated December 12, 2014, page 2, regarding the project at 1840 Highland.

Previous geologic investigations established that several fault splays of the Hollywood Fault are present 
along the northerly edge of the site.  The consultants recommend an "Exclusion Zone" at the northern part 
of the site where no structure for human occupancy shall be constructed.

The 1840 Highland site is less than one block away from the site of the proposed Montecito II.  In fact, the 
distance between the two appears to be about 300 feet. When considering 1840 Highland in 2014, LADBS 
accepted the consultant's conclusion that "no structure for human occupancy" should be constructed on the 
part of the site that runs along Franklin.  How then, in 2016, can LADBS dismiss concerns about seismic 
activity on a parcel less than 300 feet away, also on Franklin? Especially since Feffer's conclusions clearly 
conflict with those reported by CGS for this segment of the fault in FER 253?

Tree Removal
We are also concerned about the removal of 27 trees from the site.  LA's tree canopy is shrinking. In part 
this is due to the drought, and in part due to the presence of the shot-hole borer beetle.  But it is also due 
to the fact that the City's current system of requiring replacements for trees that are removed has 
been a failure, since the Urban Forestry Division currently has no staff to plant replacements, with 
the result that scores of trees are sitting in storage.  It is hard to believe that the proposed in-lieu 
replacement fee will work any better, since the City has failed to do an inventory of available sites 
for tree planting.  

The removal of these 27 trees conflicts with the City's stated goal of maintaining and enhancing our tree 
canopy.  

Open Space
The loss of open space is also a problem.  The project increases the number of residents on-site, and at the 
same time reduces the amount of available open space.  In a senior housing facility, it is likely that many 
residents will have limited mobility, which means taking a walk in the surrounding neighborhood is not an 
option.  The high crime rate in Hollywood also makes this problematic for seniors, who are especially 
vulnerable. We believe that increasing the resident population while decreasing open space will 
result in a significant decline in quality of life for those who live at the Montecito.

Impacts to Historic Structure
It is worrisome that the developer also plans to make alterations to this historic structure.  While the 
developer downplays the modifications, we are concerned that they could be used in the future as 
justification for downgrading the Montecito's status as a historic landmark.  HCM status is contingent on 



preservation of a building's structural and design integrity.  We oppose any physical changes to this 
important landmark.

For these reasons, we oppose the construction of the proposed Montecito II.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,
Casey Maddren, President
United Neighborhoods for Los Angeles
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